We accomplish the classification of the reductive symmetric pairs (G, H) for which the dimension of the space Hom H (π| H , τ ) of H-intertwining operators is finite for any irreducible smooth representation π of G and for any irreducible smooth representation τ of H.
Here Hom H ( , ) denotes the space of continuous H-
homomorphisms.
An opposite extremal case is that the restriction π| H is still irreducible as an H-module. This is rare but still happens for (infinite-dimensional) irreducible representations π and for reductive symmetric pairs (G, H), see [9] .
A special case of a symmetric pair is the group
for which the branching problem (II) deals with the decomposition of the tensor product of two irre- and
(2) (Admissible restriction) The restriction π| H is H-admissible, i.e., it decomposes discretely into a direct sum of irreducible representations of H with finite multiplicities [7] .
These examples impose strong constraints on the representation π of G. For instance, in the theta correspondence (1), the representation π attains its minimum Gelfand-Kirillov dimension among all infinitedimensional representations of G. The recent papers [14, 15] gave a classification of the triples (G, H, π)
for which the admissibility of the restriction (2) holds in the setting that (G, H) is a reductive symmetric pair and π is relatively "small" (e.g., Zuckerman's derived functor modules, minimal representations,
etc.).
In this article, we consider a more general framework, and try to relax any assumption on π such as "small" representations. Thus, we wish to un-derstand clearly for which pairs (G, H) of reductive groups we could expect that the branching laws π| H behave reasonably for arbitrary irreducible representations π.
To be more precise, we ask whether a given pair (G, H) satisfies the following finite-multiplicity property for the restriction of admissible representations: 
Statement of Main Results
Here is the complete classification of the reductive symmetric pairs (G, H) having the property (FM). 20) , so(8, 1)). 
F) Strong Gelfand pairs and their real forms:
H) Other cases:
H5) (e 6(−26) , so(9, 1) + R). 
Uniformly Bounded Multiplicities
In addition to the aforementioned finite-multiplicity property (FM), we consider the following two properties on a pair of reductive groups (G, H): Clearly, we have
We note that the properties (FM) and (BM) depend only on the Lie algebra (g, h). Moreover, we have discovered in [13, Theorem D] that the boundedmultiplicity property (BM) depends only on the com-
On the other hand, the multiplicity-free property (MF)
is not determined by the pair of Lie algebras (g, h), but depends on the groups G and H (e.g., the disconnectedness of the groups may affect the best constant
Here is the classification of symmetric pairs (g, h) satisfying the property (BM) as a subclass of (FM): (
ii) There exists a pair of (possibly disconnected) real reductive Lie groups G ⊃ H such that (G, H) satisfies the multiplicity-free property
(MF) for restriction.
(iii) The pair of the Lie algebras (g, h) is isomorphic (up to outer automorphisms) to the direct sum of pairs (A), (B) and (F1) -(F5).
The implication (ii) ⇒ (i) is obvious as men- Similarly to Corollary 2, we apply Proposition 3
to the group case and get the following (see [8] , [ 
for any irreducible smooth representations π 1 , π 2 , and π 3 of G.
(ii) There exists a constant C < ∞ such that
(iii) The Lie algebra g is isomorphic to one of the works of Kimelfeld [6] and Matsuki [18] , see also 2) The bounded-multiplicity property (BM) holds if
Strategy of Proof
Here G C is a complexification of G, and H C a subgroup of G C with complexified Lie algebra
Therefore, we can reduce the proof of Theorem 1 to a purely algebraic question, namely, the classification of real spherical variety of the form (G ×
For this, it is sufficient to deal with the case where (g, h) is an irreducible symmetric pair, which consists of two families:
2) (g, h) with g simple.
In the sequel, we say (G, H) satisfies (PP) if 
(ii) (g, h) is isomorphic to one of (C)-(H) up to outer automorphisms.
Remark 8. In connection with branching
problems, the classification in Theorem 7 was established earlier in the following special cases:
The case (1) 
a real spherical variety in view of the following isomorphism: Detailed proofs are given in [11, 12, 13] .
Concluding Remarks

